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This is in response to the Examiner's Answer dated May 5, 
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Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 



2004. 

On page 9 of the Examiner's Answer, the Examiner states that, 
"It appears Appellant is suggesting a 35 USC 102 rejection using 
Ogata is in order." However, it is respectfully submitted that 
this statement mischaracterizes Appellant's argument presented in 
the Supplemental Appeal Brief filed on December 31, 2004. 

On pages six and eight of the Appellant's Supplemental Brief, 
Appellant points to language in Ogata et al, not previously 
identified by the Examiner, that describes an angular velocity 
sensor or gyroscope as not being limited to correcting vibration 
variation. The angular velocity sensor determines the attitude of 
the game machine control module based on the angular velocity 
detection signals. However, Ogata et al . goes on to state that 
the game machine " control module transmits the variation of 
attitude to the game machine in place of input from the control 
button. See col. 34, lines 20-50. 
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The Appellant uses this portion of Ogata et al. to argue at 
least two points. First, Ogata et al. suggests that the angular 
velocity sensor can be used for determining attitude variation. 
The Examiner argues that one of ordinary skill could use the 
gyroscope for physical movement and one of ordinary skill would 
look to Barnes et al, to incorporate such physical movement. See 
Examiner's Non-Final Office Action dated October 6, 2003. However, 
Ogata et al . already suggests a way to incorporate attitude 
variation. Thus, one of ordinary skill would not need to look to 
Barnes et al. Second, even if Barnes et al. and Ogata et al. were 
combined, the combination does not teach or suggest placing data 
in a data packet that contains both physical orientation 
information and multiple switch information related to an input 
device having at least two degrees of rotational freedom. At best, 
Ogata et al . describes sending positional information in place of 
button information. It is respectfully submitted that Appellant's 
arguments are applicable and valid, and that patentability is 
warranted, regardless of whether the Examiner's rejection is based 
under §102 or 103. 

Appellants respectfully request that the Board reverse the 
Examiner's rejection and find all pending claims allowable. 

Respectfully submitted, 
WESTMAN, CHAMPLIN & KELLY, P. A. 
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